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S.B. Civil Miscellaneous Appeal No. 900/2020

Rekha Parnami D/o Late Madan Lal Parnami, Aged About 46
Years, R/o 117 Gurunanak Pura, Adarsh Nagar, Jaipur
(Rajasthan).

----Appellant
Versus

1. Smt. Jankesh Parnami W/o Late Madan Lal Parnami, R/o
117 Gurunanak Pura, Adarsh Nagar, Jaipur (Rajasthan)
90wner Of Auto Rikshaw No. Rj 14-Pb-9540)

2. Shri Ram General Insurance Company Limited, E-8, Epip,
Riico Industrial Area, Sitapura, Jaipur (Rajasthan)
----Respondents
For Appellant(s) :  Ms. Surbhi Khandelwal, Adv. &

Mr. Devendra Raj Jain, Adv. for
Mr. D. D. Khandelwal, Adv.

For Respondent(s) : Mr. Rishipal Agrawal, Adv. with
Mr. Mihir Jangid, Adv.

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE UMA SHANKER VYAS

Judgment / Order

24/02/2026

MqTerreft /qraeR /urefi (@M “TIdeR” a1 S &1 3R
" I Ul URT 30 HHBGR &fayfd  fEfgH, 1923 (@M
HAIH—1923" DT S & ded fdgT =TTy, MY HHBR
grfrgfcl ffafra®, 1923 SUYR §RT YNl E.C.C.F. No. 25/2014 H
qiRa Aol e 01.01.2020 | AT BB ULl &1 7, T Aregd
A QIAER BT Fold ITIHT GRS BT TS |

g™ rfdrgadr rdiemneft /<raer &1 fdea & f& <ifer Raem
99X RJ 14 PB 9540 fauell /ymedf $a—1 SN S99 AT &
WA &1 AT, Jddb Uad geedl & FAd 9 UR dleld slh] fauefl
HH—1 BT HHARI AT AR T qaq Mg R gl Al § g
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P dIacE SW AGRIIGIST B gU U <Ll & ARIH |
TfIeTeft /e R &1 doi| IifepT WiRel & s 2, Is fAofg 4
frepd Af—fasg T A9Hm™T 2

9 fawig fag sidgedr gcgefi—aar o= &1 do o &
I g grRT ufaudlem ¥ g8 Wier fhar war g & gg odfe
Reper g ved & ¢ S¥a Uar 7 @iar o1, gd # il gddb &
fUar & M ¥ o7 3R IFD! g & IWId Jddb I AT & A
JFART g & | ga& fAuel HA—1 &1 HHBR B, 39 I19q TGl W)
PIs SXATIS] d AIRgD Aed T8l &, U= fAoia ol Teai g fafd
P TIHY BIAT IATd U YT WIRST A S b1 e fhar |

g™ orfaadr g@efl @I R & AM-g Hdied <EATdd &

f9ofT  North East Karnataka Road Transport Corporation Vs.

Sujatha (2019) 11 SCC 514 UJd &xd 8U I8 1 e fhar o
e &1 g dal ¥ Haf 8 9 R IR <maed gl
Ie wU A ey fear war 2, AfS &1 o8 aRa uva siddfard
el 7, o Ul Reyfay & oS m—1923" &1 gRT—30 & UtdEl &
AR T8 U Uiyl &l 2 |

A Fdied qrATerd R 9TRd 9 North East Karnataka

Road Transport Corporation Vs. Sujatha (Supra) & g&id URT

A=T—9, 10, 11 qAT 12 FETIAR g

9. At the outset, we may take note of the fact, being a
settled principle, that the question as to whether the
employee met with an accident, whether the accident
occurred during the course of employment, whether it
arose out of an employment, how and in what manner
the accident occurred, who was negligent in causing the
accident, whether there existed any relationship of
employee and employer, what was the age and monthly
salary of the employee, how many are the dependents of
the deceased employee, the extent of disability caused
to the employee due to injuries suffered in an accident,
whether there was any insurance coverage obtained by
the employer to cover the incident etc. are some of the
material issues which arise for the just decision of the
Commissioner in a claim petition when an employee



Oki0

[2026:RJ-JP:8570] (3 of 4) [CMA-900/. E

2026:R}-JP:8570
suffers any bodily injury or dies during the course of his
employment and he/his LRs sue/s his employer to claim
compensation under the Act.

10. The afore-mentioned questions are essentially the
questions of fact and, therefore, they are required to be
proved with the aid of evidence. Once they are proved
either way, the findings recorded thereon are regarded
as the findings of fact.

11. The appeal provided under Section 30 of the Act to
the High Court against the order of the Commissioner lie
only against the specific orders set out in clause (a) to
(e) of Section 30 of the Act with a further rider contained
in first proviso to the Section that the appeal must
involve substantial question of law.

12. In other words, the appeal provided under Section
30 of the Act to the High Court against the order of the
Commissioner is not like a Regular First Appeal akin to
Section 96 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 which
can be heard both on facts and law. The appellate
jurisdiction of the High Court to decide the appeal is
confined only to examine the substantial questions of
law arising in the case.

IIATE ATFS H JIdER STHdAT W1 Jdd @l 984 § aofr fauel
HH—1 qdb DI AT B | TR gRT IO gfadier | 98 WieR
far g {6 gee H fora sifel gae & fudr gRT 9de & foly @Riar
AT T, Yd H Hddp @ (Ul @ A Usilhpd AT dia H Jddb Dl Al &

ATH SfARd g 2| SWIad WhRIfdd | W ¢ f& a~aa 4 9

qresl BT WM, HaTeld, SYANTHTT g e Jdae 8 1| Jdb

fagel HA—1 SWRIad el W FHAN & HY H HRRG 8l, 39 9164
PIs AFYT AWeRg W) LT 7 | R =Rred gRT &ar ar shy
eg D 9T H OBl JUAT HEdyul HIEd Bl TAoRSfarS fhAr WAl
g1, U Rerfa =81 2, o wiRa fofa &1 w9 ar srgfra =21 war
ST AT, I8 fdg Yoid: Tedi 9 Hafod & |

SWiad uRRefal § AfY & I8 ARa= yeq 59 AFd H
FqdfeTd T8l &, 39 UPR ATded 9T North East Karnataka Road
Transport Corporation (qdigd) #H gfdurfead ogeverm  den
JMAFIA—1923 & IRI—30 & IFJAR I8 AJUIA UWog & B 4
@RS 819 AT ¢ |
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RO dTeredl / JTdeR &1 IR A WA I8 U TTRST HI
S & I S1dIerel« foia &l 01.01.2020 @1 gfte &1 Sl & |
faReT =ImaTerd &1 SifWel, IS Ut Bl AT B, A 9 IR
P ufer & A1 fAeReT =mTery B Uit fear S|

(UMA SHANKER VYAS),]

DINESH KUMAWAT /41



